














































































































































































































































































































































































































PENINSULA SHOPPING CENTER REVITALIZATION 
PROJECT (PA-21-13) 

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE 
INITIAL STUDY AND PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE 

DECLARATION 

PERSONS, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PUBLIC AGENCIES THAT 
COMMENTED ON THE PROPOSED MITIGATED NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION 

Tbc public review period for the Initial Smdy and Proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration (l\IND) for 
rhe Peninsula Shopping Center Revitalization Project commenced on Februa1y 13, 2014, and ended on 
March 4, · 2014. ·rhe table below lists the persons, organizations, and public agencies that provided 
comments to the City of Rolling Hills Estates on the Proposed MND. 

City of Rancho Palos Verdes 
Fox:, Kit 

___ .. ,_ .. ' 

! 
County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

Vidales, Frank 

Forsythe, Jim 

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

3/4/2014 

3/6/2014 

3/10/2014 

The comments and recommendations received on the Proposed MND, along with the lead agency's 
responses to the environmental points that were raised, are presented here.in. All comments 011 the 
Proposed MND were submitted in written f01m and are included in their entirety. Each point raised in 
these comment letters was assigned a number (e.g., A.'Y-1), as noted on the comment letters included in 
this section. The lead agency's response to each enumerated comment is provided after the respective 
comment letter. 



CITYOF RANCHO Pf\LOS VERDES 

4 March 2014 

Niki Wetzel. AICP, Principal Planner 
City of Rol!ing Hllfs Estates 
4045 Patos Verdes Dr. N. 
RoUing Hills Estates, CA 902.74 

OFF!CE OF ·n-E CITY MAN.<\GEr~ 

VIA ELECTRONIC & U.S. MA!L 

SUBJECT: Comments in Response to the Notice of Intent to Adopt a Mitigated 
Negative Declaration for the Proposed Peninsula Shopping Center 
Revitalization Project at 1-80 Peninsula Center (PA-21-13) 

\J!t. i 
Dear ~_.Wetzt!T 

The City of Rancho Palos Verdes appreciates the opportunity to commeni upon ttle 
proposed Mitigated Negative Dedaratior. (MND) for the above-mentioned proj.ect. We 
have reviewed the lnifiaf Study (IS}, and offer the following comments: 

1. We understand that the noise study conducted for this project focused primarily 
upon 1he construction and operation of the five (5) new "sateHlte" buildings on 
Pads 3, 48, 81. 82 and 83. Under the proposed Conditional Use Permit (CUP). 
up to 17,000 square feet of the proposed, future buildings on Pads 3, 4B, 81 and 
82 could be occupied by full-service restaurants with on-site alcohol sales. The 
noise study and MND conclude that the construction and operational noise 
associa!ed with the "satellite" buildings will not have significant impacts or 
substantially exceed ambient noise levels for sensitive receptors in the City of 
Rancho Palos Verdes (identified as Monitoring Srtes 2 and 3 Jn Exhlbbi 5 of the 
Noise Assessment). IRPV·i I 

The City believes that ii is reasonable to assume that full-service restaurants with 
on~site aicohof sales are likely to desire later hours of operation than would 
similar establishments wi.thout on-site alcohol sales. Furthermore, these new 
restaurant uses would be located at the periphery ot the shopping eenter; placing 
them closer to i;;urrounding residential uses. Our concern is that operational 
noise leve!.s (i.e., parking rot noise) for these future restaurants during late 
evening hours may have adverse noise impacts upon sensitive receptors in 
Rancho Palos Verdes. These operational noise levels may not be fully •ma.sked" 
by ambient traffic noise in the late evening hours (when there is generally less 
traffic on roadways surrounding the shopping center), as is suggested in Section 

30940 MA\.'fl'H1'Ro1"tl.\IQ. / i<.A;,\Cf!Ml<~-'~'; VfRrn:r> .. CA fl027'f;·S391 ! (tlllJl M-4·520(; I F.l\X (310) S44•5291 
t;·M•\?L:i :Lfi~{li'f~l~PVCOt>~· f.~r~~t(r.-~·,1s;mJ!:.f.i'..(;O~~~; 

Pmrni"~) rt; Rt:i;w-;..~.!)l~n-i 

2 



Niki Wetzel 
4 March 2014 
Page2 

2.3.2 (p. 19-20) of the r.o!se study. Did the noise stu.dy consider the possib!!ity o~·· 
late-night operational. noise impacts for these potential, future restaurant uses? 
What limita.Hons upon the hours of operation does the City of Roifing Hi!!s Estates 
expect impose upon these restaurant uses? 

2. The City's Public Works Department offers the following comments on the traffic 
and parking study: 

General comment ~ 
The Traffic study should state that two (2) of the fourteen (14) study intersections 
are within and maintained by the City of Rancho Palos Verdes. Similarly, !RPV-2aj 
portions of Indian Peak Road, Silver Spur Road and Crenshaw Boulevard are 
within the jurisdictionai control of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

Table 6:.t.J3gfa1eq}'.r:_9jQ.g_~§ .. bt?..! I 
Update the list of related projects in Table 6-1 to reflect correct project status. I !RPV-2b! 
Also. please indicate the appropriate date of the related-projects research. _J 

Tull!@JL?..;:.BgJg~~Lf.:rnjec}.?.TriQ.Q.~neration . ~ ~ 
The project trip generation associated with related projects wH! be updated per ~ 
revised/updated related projects for Rancho Palos Verdes. 

Section 6.3: .Ambierit Traffic Growth Factor 
The inciusion of both f(;recasted traffic generated by known related project 
combined wit.'1 a conservative. 1 ();;, growth factor will grossly overstate traffi IRPV-2~] ~ conditions for future conditions for this area. This approach should be 
reconsidered. 

§ection ?J.J:'.J'.gj~flJl:effi~ c;enerfiliQn l 
The traffic study does not mention the relationship between the Peninsula Center I 
and Peninsula High School, which is directly across the street. Does th~· lRPV-2el 
assumed 20% adjustment factor applied for pass-by trips accau;nt for this · 
relationship? • 

Fiaure 7-1:.f'...rp.i§'.;;:tlri.12.PistribuJiQ!!. 
It is interesting that the project wm not draw any trips from the adje1;cent 
neighborhoods along Sliver Spur Road at Sitver Arrow Drive and Beechgate 
Drive. Both intersections are the gateways to a large residential community. lRPV·Zf I 
Further, it assumes that 60% of the project trips will come from the north 
(essentially, off the Peninsula}. This shouid be re-evaluated; given the existing 
traffic patterns on the Peninsula. 
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Niki Wetzel 
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Section 1Q.&.£.C9lfil:J Construction Analysis 
This section should consider truck haul routes in the analysis. Consider 
construction traffic distribution and that Hawthorne Boulevard is an approved 
haul route, and that loaded construction trucks are restricted from travelling 
northbound on Crenshaw Boulevard north of Silver Spur Road. The analysis 
should show this. 

Appendil5 ... f.i.~.f'_\'lrking Analvsis ~ 
Please include the raw parking analysis count sheets that substantiate the !RPV-2tij 
Parking Demand Analysis. 

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment upon this important project. If you 
have any questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact me at 
(310) 544-5226 or via e-mail at kitf@1pv.com. 

Sincerely, 
/ 

/l/7;~· 
Kit Fox, Alo{ 
Senior Administrative Analyst 

cc: Mayor Jerry Duhovic and City Council 
Carolyn Lehr, City Manager 
Caroiynn Petru. Acting City Manager 
Michael Throne, Director of Public Works 
Nicole Jules, Senior Engineer 

M:\Border lssues\Peninsula Center RevltalizatioQ Prajecti20i40304_MNDComments.doq 
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RESPONSES 

RPV-1: As noted in Section Vl(a) of the Initial Srudy, the closest sensitive receptors to the project 
site are the residences along Silver Arrow Drive in the City of Rancho Palos Verdes, which are 
approximately 125 feet east of the project site, across Silver Spur Road. These residences may hear 
occasional noise generated at rhe Peninsula Center parking lot, such as car door slamming, engine 
St<>rt-11n cilan1~ "Ctl·,., . .,tl.,..l!l ri1·'· ~C]'l'"alo "t1c·i C'll'. P""S-b"S ··1··at)lc:·· \TI-? i11 ;·he·· lnin'-11 ~t't1cfo ider'Dfi''S rhe " ....... , t" , ~ ... t.. . ........ ,, v a .._, ' ~ .... i... ,:> ..... ....... .(. '":\ .. 1. , ~- . 1,t.,.• •. } , • . •· l . __. ~- . .... · . . - <. "'-" .... ) · ;i. • "' • <.. 

maximurn instantaneous sound levels generated by parking lot activities . .:\t a distance of 125 feet, 
instantaneous noise events can reach \'Olnmes of 47--62 decibels (dB.\). During daytime hours, 
existing traffic noise on nearby roadways (measured as high as 73 dBA at these residences) would 
largely mask noises from parking lot activity. I-lowever, as nok'd by the commenter, should the 
proposed restaurants operate during the evening hours when traffic levels are reduced, nearby 
res.idences may be exposed to parking lot noises. 'rhe rnaxirnum instantaneous noise at 125 feet is 
estimated to be 62 dBA (outdoors), \Vhich is approximately the level of normal human speech at 3 
feet. Furthem1ore, interior noise levels would be reduced by approximately 15---25 dBA to a level 
that is ~1 the range of ty11icil of urban/suburbnn njghttirne cnvironments. 1 Therefore, opetational 
noise was determined to be less than signifinu1t in the project's Initial Study. Regardless, the City of 
Rolling fTiJls Estates is recommending a condition of approval to limit the hours of operation to 10 
p.m. Sunday through Thmsday, and 11 p.m. on Friday and Saturday. 

RPV-2a: The Traffic Impact Study does not identify rhe jurischction of any intersections or street 
segments. However, it is recognized that study intersections No. 13 (Indian Peak Road at Avenue of 
the Peninsula) and No. 1.4 (Indian Peak Road at Crensha\V Boulevard) are located in and rmtintained 
by rhe City of Rancho Palos Verdes, Several other intersections and street segments along 
Hawthorne Boulevard, Silver Spur Road, and Indian Peak Road are partly maintained and/ or 
located within the jurisdiction of Rancho Palos Verdes. 

RPV-2b: The list of related projects used in the traffic analysis is provided in Table 6-·1 of the traffic 
study. The City of Rancho Palos Verdes was contacted in September 2013 to request a list of 
potential related projects located within their jurisdiction to be considered in the traffic study. City 
of Rancho Palos Verdes staff provided a list of projects (dated May 15, 2013), which included the 
project name, location, a brief description, and current status (for example, under review, approved, 
under construction, etc.). The related pmjects information provided by the City of Rancho Palos 
Verdes was included in Table 6-1 of the traffic study, and appropriately considered in the traffic 
analysis in terms of potential vehicle trips that could result from these proposed development 
projects. 

As tequested in the comment, a supplemental review was conducted of related projects in Rancho 
Palos Verdes using the City's website: brt122.LL5'YWW.~\)oo;verds;:;;.combj2.Y.Lplanning/planning:: 
zoning-/index.cfm.. For info1mation purposes, Table 6-1 was updated to provide the current status 
of the related projects in Rancho Palos Verdes. As shown on the updated Table 6-1, three of the 
projects (RPS, RP7, and RP9) that were previously listed as "proposed" or "approved" are now 
shown to be "under construction" on the updated Table 6-1. It is noted that this updated 

1 Per the Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Highway Noise: A Design Guide for Highway 
Engineers, National Cooperative Highway Research Program Repo11: 117, outside to inside noise levels are typically 
reduced by 17 dBA with open windows and 25 dBA \vi.th closed windows in typical residential sttuctuJ:es. 
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infom1ation does not change the analysis pwvided in the traffic study as the potential ttaffic from 
these related projects (for example, refer to Table 6-2 in the traffic study) was previously considered 
in the review of potenrial impacts associated·with the Peninsula Center project. The change in status 
(for example, from "proposed" to "under construction") does not change the trip generation 
forecast. Therefore, the updated information regarding the status of the related projects in Rancho 
Palos Verdes does not change the findings and recommendations provided in the traffic study for 
the Pe1unsula Center project. It is further noted that there are no ne\v deveiopment projects within 
the City of Rancho Palos Verdes identified on the City's website which were not previously listed in 
'Table 6-1 provided in the traffic study. 

RPV-2c: See Response to Comment RPV-2b. :\s stated above, the analysis p.rovided in the traffic 
study - including the forecast of trip generation for the related projects - does not require revision 
based on the updated status inforrnation for related projects in the City of Rancho P::tlos V crdes . 
. :\lso, no ne\V projects were identified in Rancho Palos Verdes based on the supplemental revi.e\V of 
•l .• c·r···'· 'C•l ,' " t. :K ,l y .s \"H. JSltt. 

RPV-2d: ,\ 1 percent ambient traffic growth factor is reasonable and appropriate for the na.tnre of 
this short-term project buildout of less than three years in a limited study area and has been 
apprun~d by the City of Rolling lJills Est<ttes 'rraffi.c Engineer for the study area. 

RPV-2t~: Both rhc Peninsula C:enter and Palos Verdes Peninsula High School are identified in 
Figure 1.1 of the Traffic Impact Study. 'fhe 20 percent adjustrnent factor is a conservative value 
based on the lower end of the range identified in the rrE Traffic Generation Ilandbook for all types 
of pass-by /walk-in trip reduction rates, including off-site iocations. En fact, the potential pass·· 
by /w;i.lk-i.n adjustrnent factor would be expected to be significantly higher if the relationship of the 
high school and the adjacent Peninsuia Center wa.s considered, which would have reduced the 
number of net new trips fw:ther, 

RPV-2f: The Traffic Impact Smdy did not distribute trips to Silver Arrow Road and Beechgate 
Drive based on a review of actual traffic volumes at the related intersections that indicated low side 
street volumes in comparison to arterial traffic volumes. WlUle it is understood that a small nun1ber 
of project tt:ips may be generated on either street, the actual number of new trips would not 
measurably change the level of service on the street or at the intetsection(s). The project trip 
distribution was based on the 2010 Los Angeles County Congestion Management Plan Trip 
Distribution analysis for the subregion, and confamed by the Rolling Hills Estates Traffic Engineer 
in order to analyze worst-case scenarios on the major streets. 

RPV-2g: As noted in Section 10.3 of the Traffic Impact Study, "the relative traffic impacts due to 
construction of the project will be substantially less than that related to build-out of the project." 
111erefore, no furthet analysis or trip distribution was requited. Any potential construction traffic 
impacts would be less than those required by the project itself and would be addressed by the 
recommended mitigation measures. 

RPV-2h: Raw parking analysis connt sheets ate on 1·ecord at the City of Rolling Hills Estates for 
public viewing. 
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COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DARYL L. 0:'-.BV 
F-IRf: CHH:T 
FORE.STER & FlR!:: V/A.J<D[N 

March 6. 2014 

Niki Wetzel, Planner 
City of Rolling Hills Estates 
Planning Department 

· 4045 Palos Verdes Drive North 
Rolling Hills Estates. CA 90274 

Dear Ms. Wetzel: 

FIHE l)fPAJffMENT 

I .i2fi NORTH [,\~TERN A\ffNI IF 
U..'fS A!\lGELES. C A~ .. \F('IRNIA Q00(>~¥::.'2'J!i 

MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION, "PENINS'j.ILA SHOPPING CENTER REVITAUZATION 
PROJECT (PA-21-31)," IT CONSISTS OF AN EXPANSION AND REMODEL OF THE PENINSULA 
SHOPPING CENTER, SOUTHWEST CORNER Of-kAWTHORNE BOULEVARD ANO SILVER 
SPUR ROAD, ROLLING HILLS ESTATES (FFER #201400032) 

The Mitigated Negative Declaration has been reviewed by the P!anning Division, Land Development 
Unit, Forestry Divisior.. and Health Hazardous Materials Division of the County of Los A.ngeles Fire 
Department The foiiowing are their comments: 

PLANNING DlVISfON: 

We hav~i no comments ai this time 

LAND DEVELOPMENT UNIT: 

1. The statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land 
Development Unit, are the review of, and comment on al! projects within the unincorporated 
areas of the County of Los Angeles. Our emphasis rs on the availability of sufficient water 
supplies for firefightfng operations and local/regional access issues. However, we review aH 
project.<;; for issues that may have a significant impact on the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department. We are responsible for the review of ali projects within contract cities (cities that 
contract with the County of Los Angeles Fire Department for fire protection services}. We are 
responsible for all County facilities, located within non-contract cities. The County of Los 

SERVlNG THE UNINCORPORATED AREAS OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY AND THE CiTIES OF: 

J IFP-1 I 
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Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit, may also comment on conditions that may 
be imposed on a project by the Fire Prevention Division, which may create a potentia.lly 
significant impact to the environment 

2. The County of Los Angeles Fire Department. Land Development Unit's comments are only 
general requirements. Specific fire and life safety requirements will be addressed at the 
building and fire plan check phase. There may be additional requirements during this time 

3. 

4. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

The development of this project must comply with all applicable code and ordinance 
requirements for construction. access, water mains. fire flovvs a.nd fire hydrants. 

This property is located within the area described by the Forester and Fire Warden as a Fire 
Zone 4, Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ}. Al\ applicable fire code and 
ordinance requirements for construction, access, water mains. lire hydrants. fire flows, brush 
clearance and fuel modification plans, must be met. 

]!FD-41 

]~ 
Every building constructed shall be accessible to Fire Department apparatus by way of access I -·---·
roadways, with an all-weather surface of not less than the prescribed width The roadway JI fFD-6 J 
shall be extended to within 150 feet of ail portions of the exterior walls when measured by an 
1Jnobstmcted route <wound the exterior of the building. 

The maximum allowable grade shall not exceed 15% except where topography makes it 
impractfcal to keep within such grade. In such cases. an absoiute maximum of 20% wiH be 
allowed for up to 150 feet in distance. The average maximum allowed grade, including 
topographical difficutties, shall be no more than 17%. Grade breaks shall not exceed 10% in 
ten feet 

Fire Department requirements for access. fire flows and hydrants are addressed during !he 
building. permit st.age. 

I 

J~ 
Jn:o-s j 

Fire sprinkler systems are required 111 some residentiai and most commercial occupancies. J 
For those occupancies no! requking fire sprink. ler.systems, it is strongly suggested that fire !FD-S I 
sprinkler systems be installed. This wm reduce potential fire and life losses. Systems are now 
technically and economicaHy feasible for resident;al use. . 

The development may require frre flows up to 5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per J 
square inch residual pressure for up to a five-hour duration. Final fire flows will be based on !f]'.:I!D 
the size of buildings, its relationship to other structures, property lines, and types of 
construction used. 

Fire hydrant spacing shall be 300 feet and shall meet the following requirements: 

a) No portion of lot frontage shall be more than 200 feet via vehicular access from a 
public fire hydrant. 

b) No portion of a building shall exceed 400 feet via vehicular access from a properly 
spaced public fire hydrant. 
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11. 

12. 

c) Additional hydrants will be required if hydrant spacing exceeds specified distances. 

di When cul-de-sac depth exceeds 200 feet on a commerciai street. hydrants shall be 
required at the corner and mid-block. 

e} A cul-de-sac shall not be more than 500 feet in length, when serving land zoned for 
commercial use. 

Turning radii shall not be less than 32 feet. This measurement shall be determined at the 
centerline of the road. A Fire Department approved turning area shall be provided for all 
driveways exceeding 150 feet in-length and at the end of all cl;l-de-sacs 

All on-si!e drivewayslroadways shall provide a minimum unobstructed width of 28 feet, ctear
to-sky. The on-site driveway is to be within 150 feel of all portions of the exterior waHs of the 
first story of any building. The centerline of the access driveway shall be located parallel to 
and v;ithin 30 feet of an exterior wall on one side of the proposed structure 

}~121 

J~ 
·1 J. Driveway width for non-residential deveiopments shall be increased when any of the following 

conditions will exist: 

--, 

14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

a) Provide 34 fee! in-w;dth, when para!le! par·king is allowed on one side of the access 
roadway/driveway. Preference is that such parking is not adjacent to the structure. 

b) Provide 42 feet in-width. when para!le! parking ;s allowed on each side of the access 
roadway/driveway 

c) Any acc~ss way less than 34 feet in· .. w>dth shall be iabeied "Fire Lane'' on the fina! 
recording map, and final building plans. 

d) For streets or driveways with parking r<estr\ctions: The entrance to the streetfddveway J 
and idermittenl spacing distanc€s of 150 feet shall be posted with Fire Department 
approved signs stating "NO PARKING - FIRE LANE" in three-inch high letters. 
Driveway labeling is necessary to ensure access for Fire Department 1.1se. 

All proposals for traffic calming measures (speed humps/bumps/cushions, traffic circles, J 
roundabouts, etc.) shall be submitted to the Fire Department for review, prior to IFD-151 
rmplementation. 

Disruptions to water service shall be coordinated with the County of Los Angeles Fire 
Department and alternate water sources shall be provided for fire protection during such 
disruptions. 

Submit four sets of plans showing the proposed development. indicating all points of 
ingress/egress access for the circulation of traffic, and emergency response issues. 

Should any· questions arise regarding subdivision, water systems, or access, please contact 
the County of Los Angeles Fire Department, Land Development Unit Inspector, Nancy 
Rodeheffer, at (323) 890-4243 or af nrodeheffer@fire.lacounty.gov. 
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18. The County of Los Angeles Frre Department. Land Development Unit, appreciates the 
opportuniiy to comment on thrs project. 

FORESTRY DIVISION-OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS: 

The statutory responsibtlities of the County of Los Angeies Fire Department. Forestry Division] 
include erosion control, watershed management, rare and endangered species. vegetation, jFo.2oj 
fuel modification for Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zones or Fire Zone 4. archeological and 
cultural resources. and the County Oak Tree Ordinance. Potential impacts in these areas 
need to be addressed. 

1. 

HEAL 11:!.HAZARDOUS MATER!ALS DIVISION..:_ 

I. Based on the provided infvrrnation the Heaith Haz.ardous iv1aieriais Division has no obiect1on to ~J IFD-21 1 
the proposed project 

It you have any additional questions, please contact this office at (323) 890-4330 

Very truiy yours. 

FRANK VIDALES, CHfEF, FORESTfW DIVISION 
PREVEN110N SERVICES BUREAU 

FV:ji 
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RESPONSES 

FD-1: The department's Planning Division's. statement of "no comments at this time-'' is noted. 

FD-2: The responsibilitit'.S of the department's Land Development Unit are noted. 

FD-.3: The srntcment "Specific fire and life safety requirements \,vi.ll be addressed at the building and 
fin~ plan che~ck phase" is noted. 

FD-4: Requirements are noted. 

FD-5: 'Ihe presence of the. site with.in :a Very High Fire Ffazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) and tbe 
con:esponding code and ordinance requirements are noted. 

FD-6: Comment noted. The project's Conditions of Approval wil.l include this requirement. 

FD-7: Comrnent noted. The project's Conditions of Approval will include this rec1uirernent. 

FD-8: The statement that "requirements for access, fire flows and hydrants are addressed during the 
building permit stage" is noted. 

FD-9: 'Il1c suggestion rhat project huiJdings .include fire sprinkler systems is noted. 

FD-10: The potential fire flow requirements arc noted. 

FD-11: Fire hyd:ram requirements are noted. 

FD-12: Comment noted. The project's Conditions of Approval will indude this requirement. 

FD-13: Comment noted. The project's Conditions of Approval -will include this requirement. 

FD-14: Comment noted. The project's Conditions of Approval -will include these requirements. 
Currently, the proposed site plans do not include parallel parking. 

FD-15: Comment noted. The proje:ct's Conditions of Approval will include this requirement. 

FD-16: Comment noted. The project's Conditions of Approval will include this requirement. 

FD-17: Plan check submittal requirements are noted. 

FD-18: Contact information noted. 

FD- 19: Remarks noted. 

FD-20: The responsibilities of the department's Forestry Division are noted. The project's Initial 
Study evaluates the project's impacts on erosion control (subsections IX and XI), watershed 
management (subsection XI), rare and endangered species (subsection VII), VHFHSZ concerns 
(subsection ::\.'), and archaeological and cultural resources (subsection VIII). The County's Oak Tree 
Ordinance does not apply to the project, as it lies within the incorporated City of Rolling Hills 
Estates. 
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FD-21: The department's llealth Ffazardous Materials Division's statement that it has "no objection 
to the proposed p.roject" is noted. 
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''"iki Wetzel. A.!Cf' 
Ciiy of Rolling ll!lls !·:~tares 
4(f . .\.'.i Palos Verdes Drive No11h 
Rolling Hills Estates. CA 9027·+ 

··"-\:'. 

31 C~·press Way 
Rolling Hi!fs Estates 

, .Much l 0, 2014 

R<~- PeuinsuJ::t Shoppiug Center RevitaH:ii1ti!m Project (PA-21-13) 

Dear Mrs. \\ctzei: 

With respt'Ct 10 Revirn!izaiion Project. (PA-21-13 ). the proposal to convert the fXesent m.m-veliicuiar. J fjF-11 
shopper friendly ·past'o· area belween Buildings#?.?. and #24 (signage Pasco) into another vehicular t:::...:..'...J 
driveway, ofl(,rs iittk benefii in exchange for a substantial loss ro pedesnian shoppers. 

Please nok 1hat the present Paseo vval.kway -
e is a pka.sant area rhat encourages adult. ;valking. nnd ancmion to children under a vaulf.cd canop~·' 

that. pmvidt'!> bmh sun and shade. 
• rnnlainf' well-used. tabks and drn.irs in a peaceful setting enabling tlwse c'nioving !Ce cre11m and 

c.andy treats to do $0 while seated and rei::t)'ed as wdf as shopper~ needing to prm'(' ro con•w.ler a. 
pun::hasc~ or simply rr.::.or.~.~HH1ing for 1bc next Ont~ . 

.. pro\·ides ciesthetica1f;.: p!·ensing fOi!agc w~rh a rn.:~k garden al on(: end and \\'a.rer case::ide nr ii1e ~'}rhc::·r 

• ofl~~rs. the (1nJy sa..ft~ piace fi::u- toddler5'i and klds to ple.asHmly disci'rn.rge. sornc energy henveen 
:-:.hc:1pping ston:.~s {asjde frorn the very· fi.inctlcmai 1 . .v;dk,\:ay to tht~. ~outh-ea.st p;:irkint.). lnq. 

-. t~nh~~.nct~~- the: arnb1t~nce of surTol1nd1ng. slv.)pS. especiaily on irnportant OC{'.asi<n1s by providing $pH((~ 
f .. c~r ~.veH·-atle.ndcd puppe.1 ~~ho\.v::?., Nor1J1 Pi:.~k· and Sant.a Claus. an artraclive. tnll Chrtstrnas ·rrt~i::' and 
f~)CHi point f()f' H"al lo\vecn a.nd .East er 

Alf. ofv1.-•l1lc~1help~;1(1 offset the other n~trl'(}w· \\.~dkways 1ldja.cen110 veht-cle ira:t11c \vfth iis ncns(:~. 
conge"Slji:)n, pol..iutiO-ti and :::.afe~y unt:.'."t:!l't.ainrie'. The present Pi:tSe(~ area p1nvide~ !J..n.i.QJ}f :~hc,.ppi1ig. and 
co~·11n1unfty benefii.s fl) rht' iJ.Ofth. ... -v._,.eM end oft he Peninsutii. ~;hopping distrlcr.. A:;. \Nd{ .. ft ~~pan oft.hr:.'. 
cnrrem 1.rend toward·.s a!:tractiw walki.rw a .. rei;s beside shops. De~tnwing these user-friendly benefits fr1r a:J,J ...... • J ..... • 

addi{!OrH;tf 24 ~()n1 • .. ;:1de drlvcv.cay \Vith obJe.ctionable vehicle. traffic. seenl.s robe'-' poo-r trade-off 

In addirion. th~' small parking area which serves as th'~ Sund:iy Farmer's Market is frequentlv congeskd 
during ihe week mid the !ant:s between parking rows. :,ire quite narrow. There is virtu<tl!y no morn to pw;~ 
a cai that is attempting u:. hack up or that is waiting for a space, resulting in slmv movemem through this 
ar~~a lfthe Pasco is cmiverted into a driveway with nw.ny more vehides attempfa1g to access !his sn11;.lkr 
parking lot, che cam will hack t•p into the lanes adjacent lo the stores in the larger parking lot bor(iercd by 
Pavi!ioiis and Rite Aid This wiH not only cause frusna.ting congestion in the larger parking kl but v1ill 
impede pedesirians attempting to access the storcg Pedestrian safety with regards to driver impatle.nce 
becomes a real issue here. 

As a. suggest.ion, when evaluating the developer's requests for variances, poss.ibly City Officials might J jJF-4 I 
consider maintain:iug the existing Paseo a.s pa1t of the qµid pro quo. 

Sincerelv, 

~~VI- ?rv'°f 14 
Jim Forsythe 
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RESPONSES 

JF-1: The commenter's opinion is noted. 

JF-2: The commenter's opinions and observations regarding the exisring "paseo area" on-site are 
noted. 

JF-3: The sn~all parking lot used by the Fanner's I\'Iarket has been redesigned as part of the project 
to reduce the occurrence of congested aisles. In addicion, the drive\.vay through the Paseo vv1.ll 
provide an additional point of ingress and egress to that lot, allowing drivers to avoid returning 
through the parking area \vhen exiting. The parking lot aisles ban: been designed to meet current 
parking lot driveway standards. 

JF-4: The commenter's suggestion is noted. 
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GRADING APPLICA TIION 

CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

, 4045 Palos Verdes Drive North 

:~,Ollin.9 f;ills Estates, C~ ~p274 
Telephone-(31 Q) 3(7f~ 1577 

(·J~r·.,,1; ... J.. 'iiH=ilx-(3:.16) :hbl-4468 
v lov-'rJ- ;.'•' :it 

www.RollingHills'Estates'..i:a.gov 

THIS GRADING PERMIT REVIEW SHALL AUTHORIZE ONLY THE GRADING WORK REQUESTED 
AND SHALL NOT CONSTITUTE APPROVAL OF OTHER STRUCTURES SHOWN ON THE GRADING 
PLAN. 

OWNER Vestar Development co. DATE __ 9_-1_0-_2_0_13 ________ ~ 

ENGINEER DRC Engineering, Greg Cooke LICENSE # C39478 
~-----------

CONTRACTOR Not Known at this time LICENSE# __________ _ 

LOCATION SEC Hawthorne Boulevard and Indian Peak road 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION Removal of an existing walkway and installation of a drive isle, walkway, and 

lot modifications. 

EXTENT OF GRADING 

A. 

B. 

c. 

WlLL THIS APPLICATION INVOLVE THE IMPORTATION OF 
ACCEPT ABLE FILL MATERIAL? 

1. IF YES, HOW MANY CUBIC YARDS? ----CUBIC YARDS 

WILL THIS APPLICATION INVOLVE THE EXPORTATION OF 
EARTH MATERIAL? 

2. IF YES, HOW MANY CUBIC YARDS? _ 4_10 ___ CUBIC YARDS 

WILL THE AMOUNT OF FILL EQUAL THE AMOUNT OF CUT? 

EXPLANATION~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

1 

x 

x 

x 



D. 

E. 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL CUT INTO AN· EXISTING SLOPE? 

1. IF YES, WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM LENGTH AND DEPTH OF CUT 
SLOPE? 

LENGTH ___ _ DEPTH ___ _ 

2. IF YES, WHAT IS THE RESULTANT RATIO? 

3. IF YES, WHAT IS THE TOTAL NUMBER OF CUBIC YARDS 
BEING REMOVED? 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL FILL AN EXISTING SLOPE? 

1. IF YES, WHAT IS THE MAXIMUM LENGTH AND DEPTH OF THE 
FILL SLOPE? 

LENGTH ___ _ DEPTH ___ _ 

2. IF YES, WHAT IS THE RESULTANT SLOPE RATIO? __ _ 

3. IF YES, WHAT IS THE TOT AL NUMBER OF CUBIC YARDS BEING 
FILLED? 

HYDROLOGY 

A. WILL THIS PROPOSALALTER NATURAL DRAINAGE PATTERNS? 

B. WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESULT IN CONCENTRATION OF STORM 
WATER RUN-OFF? 

C. WILL STORM WATER BE DISCHARGED INTO AN ACCEPTABLE 
DRAINAGE FACILITY? 

D. WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESULT IN FLOW PATIERNS WHICH CAUSE 
WATER TO BE DIRECTED ONTO ADJACENT PROPERTIES? 

1. IF YES, HAS THE WRITTEN APPROVAL OF THESE 
PROPERTY OWNERS BEEN OBTAINED? 

E. WILL THIS PROPOSAL INSURE POSITIVE DRAINAGE AWAY FROM 
ALL STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS? 

F. WILL THIS PROPOSAL ADVERSELY AFFECT THE HYDROLOGY OF 
OTHER PROPERTIES? 

2 

x 

x 

x 

_x_ 

x 

x 

x -

x -



G. WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESULT IN ANY EROSION? 

1. IF YES, WHAT MEASURES HAVE BEEN TAKEN TO ENSURE 
EROSION PROTECTION? 

EXPLANATION A SWPPP will be prepared in conformance with State 

Requirements 

GRADING METHODS 

A. 

B. 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL REQUIRE THE USE OF HEAVY EQUIPMENT? 

1. IF YES, WHAT MACHINERY WILL BE USED? 

EXPLANATION Loader, Scraper , water truck, dump trucker, backhoe, dozer 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL INVOLVE THE USE OF TRUCK 
TRANSPORT? 

1. IF YES, WHAT CAPACITY OF VEHICLE AND WHAT HAUL ROUTE 
IS REQUESTED? 

CAPACITY: Not known CUBIC YARDS 

HAULROUTE~~-N_o_tk_n_o_w_n_at_th_is_t_.im_e~~~~~~~~ 

C. DESCRIBE METHODS OF DUST CONTROL TO BE EMPLOYED DURING 
GRADING. 

EXPLANATION Water truck per the SWPPP 

GRADING COMP A Tl BILITY 

A. WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESPECT AND PRESERVE NATURAL 
AMENITIES, INCLUDING TOPOGRAPHY, LANDSCAPING AND 
NATURAL FEATURES? 

3 

x 

x 

x 



B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL PRESERVE OPEN SPACE AND RESPECT 
RESPECT THE PRIVACY OF SURROUNDING PROPERTIES? 

EXPLANATION _ _...:..W::.;;;o.:..:.rk:..:..is:;.,,;n:..:..;:o;.;:..t .:.:.w:..:.;.ith~in.:...:a;:.:..;n~o..1:.pe;:;.;.n.:...:s•p.;;;.ac:.;:e~a:..:..;:re::.;;;a;...._.., ____ _ 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL INCORPORATE EXISTING AND/OR ADDITIONAL 
LANDSCAPING TO ENSURE COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING 
PROPERTIES? 

EXPLANATION existing landscaping will not be impacted 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL RESPECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING PUBLIC 
AND PRIVATE VIEWS? 

WILL THIS PROPOSAL COMPLY WITH THE OBJECTIVES OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD COMPATIBlUTY ORDINANCE? 

EXPLANATION. _______ ~-----------

WILL THIS PROPOSAL COMPLY WITH ALL COND!T!ONS AND 
REQUIREMENTS OF THE CITY OF ROLLING HILLS ESTATES 
GRADING ORDINANCE (MUN!CiPAL CODE 17.07.010)? 

forms/grading updated 10/23/07 

4 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 
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1 Mitigation Monitoring 

----
1

1-·-l;eri"~ci~··-r Monitori11g _____ l __ M_<_m.itorittg 

~mplementation ! Responsibility ! Procedur~ 
------+.-P-ri ___ or-· ~~-;l1e ---··-----1-"(=ify_o_f_R~-lli-.ng j Planning staff sh:i:l-

Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure AES-1: Prior to the 
issuance of a building permit for any of the 
proposed new buildings, a lighting plan showing 
conformance with Chapter 17.42 of the Rolling 
Hills Estates 1vfunicipal Code shall be reviewed 
and approved by the Planning Director. 

Mitigation Measure GE0-1: Prior to the 
issuance of building permits, the City of Rolling 
Hills Estates Building Official (or designee) and 
the City of Rolling Hills Estates City Engineer 
(or designee) shall review and approve a 
geotechnical study and final design plans for the 
project site. The geotechnical study shall satisfy 
Policy 1.7 and Implementation Measure 1.5.1 of 
the Safety Element of the Rolling Hills Estates 
General Plan in evaluating and designing for 
fault zones (e.g., buildings for human occupancy 
must be set back a minimum of 50 feet from 
those faults that are sho\'.\m to be active or from 
fault traces where the risk cannot be 
determinetD. The review of final design plans 
shall ensure that eru.1:hquake-resistant design has 
been incorporated into final site dra,vings in 
accordance with the most current California 
Building Code, the recommended seismic design 
parameters of the Structural Engineers 
Association of California. Ultimate site seismic 
design acceleration shall be determined by the 
project struch1ral engineer during the project 
design phase. 

issuancc of a i Hills Estates i review lighting plans 
Building Perrnit(s) I Planning j and conduct site 

Prior to the 
issuance of~' 
Building Pcrmit(s) 

\ Direcroi: (or ! mspections aft-er lig111: 
i cksigrnee) i fixtures arc installed 
I , l 

1 i to ensure compliance 
! ! with this measure. I . 

City of Rolling 
!Ells EsMcs 
Building 
Official (or 
dcsignee) and 
City of Rolling 
Hills Estates 
City Engineer 
(or dcsignC'c) 

i The Building Official 
(ot designee) and the 
City Engineer (o.r 
designec) shall review 
the required 
gcotcchnical study 
and final dc::;ign plans 
to ensure compliance 
\vith this rneasure. 

i 

Comments Date Initials 

-~-·---- ··-··-------

; I 

I I 
I I 



-··-L-.--···---···--···-··--Mitigation Mo_~~itoring . . .. _I Reporting 

I P~!riod of t Monitoring I Mooitoring r(' . D- I , , l Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure GE0-2; Prior to the 
issuance of a grading permit, the applicant shall 
submit a geotechnical report to the City for 
review and approval. The geotechnical report 
shall evaluate tl1e potential for expimsive soils to 

exist on-site and shall recommend design and 
construction techniques to address the shrink
swell potential of soils. The applicant shall 
comply with all of the recommendations of the 
geotechnical report approved by the City to 
ensure that pad and lot design meets acceptable 
standards. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-1: Prior to issuance 
of a grading permit, the City Building Officfal 
shall ensure that the project's construction plans 
include features meeting the applicable 
construction activity best management practices 
(BMPs) and erosion and sediment control BlvIPs 
published in the Califamia Stom;mater.BA1P 
Handbook-Co11stm1.tio11 Activi!J' or equivalent If 
construction activities occur between October 1 
and April 15, the project applicant shall prepare 
and submit a Wet \Veather Erosion Control Plan 
to the City Building Official at least 30 days prior 
to commencement of constuiction activities. 

I l · R 'b'l" ; p d I ~01n1nents ate I mtta s 
1 mp ementatwn . espons1 l tty i roce ure · · 

Prior :o b_suance ·-- -C~1;~~'1~:~0ng ··-1 Tb_c I~~~ikh~~;?·ff~ial I ------- 1 

o. fa ~radmg I ITil~::; ~,statu; i (or _dcs1gncc·)· shall 1 

Permit 1 l.3. r~1~dmg_ I review I.he reqt.Hrcd II 

j Othcial \or i gcotechmcal study 
I l . ' : l - I l . 1 I I c cstgnee) i ant bna c e~ign p ans i 
· to ensure compliance I 

\Vith this measure. I 

. I . 
I I --l 

. Prior to is_suance Ci_rr oERolling [ The Bt~Hding Official l I' I 
I of a Grading Hills L·,states i (or dcs1gnee) shall I 
. Permit Building I review the I I I 

Official (or l constmction plans, ! I 

I 

, proposed Bf\.IPs, and 
i Wet Weather 

Jt 

dcsigncc) 

:rosion Control Plan 
(if necessary) to I .

1 

I 
e1:surc compliance [ I I 
\.\11th this mcasutc. i i 

I I ! 

~---! I ___ _J 



Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure HYD-2: As required by 
Municipal Code Section 8.38.105, prior to 
issuance of a building permit, the project 
applicant shall submit a Sto.ttnwater 1\tlitigation 
Plan to the City Building Official for review and 
approval. The Storm.water Mitigation Plan shall 
identify the best management practices (BivfPs) 
to be itnplemented during project operation. The 
project Stormwater Mitigation Plan must also 
demonstrate compliance with tl1e pollutant
specific Total Maximum Daily Load waste load 
allocations in effect for the Machado Lake 
sub'W-atershed as well as the maximum extent 
practicable (MEP) standard fo1: other pollutants 
of concern. 

Mitigation Measure HYD-3: Prior to issuance 
of a certification of occupancy,. the project 
applicant shall provide the City Building Official 
with a best management practices (BMP) 
maintenance plan, consistent with Standard 
Urban Stormwatcr Management Plan (SUSi'vfP) 
requirements, for review and approval. 

I 
Period of I Monitoring 

Implernentaticm I Respoosihiiit-y 
-------~·-~·~-~H-----···-·• -·· 

Prior t~ is~uance Ci~ty of Rolling 
of a Building Hills Estafes 
Pem1it , Building 

I Official (or 

Prior to i'.'suance 
of a Certificate of 
Ocrnpancy 

i . . .·· 
I dcs:gnee) I , , 

City of Rolling 
I TI.il.ls ::;'.stH les 

i Bwkhng 
I 0'- . J , .

1 

. .tbc:ta (or 
designee) 

I 
End of Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. 

I 
! Monitoring I 
I P d 

1 Conunents 
roce ure 1 

I I 
i·- -t-i The Building Official I 
I (or design cc) shall 
I • I . I i review t 1e reqtUrec 
I " I .::.tormwater 
I l'vlitigation Plan to 
I ensure compliance 
I with this measure. 

I 

The Building Official 
(oi: dc'5ignee) shall 
i:evie\V the reguired 
Bl\U' maintenance 
plan t·o en5tu·e 
complianct~ with this 
measure. 

Ioitials 



Daily Breeze article regarding Peninsula Canter Revitalization project 



http://www.dailybreeze.com/business/20140319/rolling-hills-estates-approves-12-million-peninsula-center-revamp 

Rolling Hills Estates approves $12 million Peninsula Center revamp 
By Nick Green, Daily Breeze 
Wednesday, March 19, 2014 

The Daily Breeze (http://www.dailybreeze.com) 

Rolling Hills Estates approves $12 million Peninsula Center revamp 

DailyBreeze.com 

ROLLING HILLS ESTATES>> A $12 million makeover of struggling 
Peninsula Center that will revamp the look of the elderly strip mall 
and add retail space has won the conceptual approval of city officials. 

"The improvements will take place over the next year," said Niki 
Wetzel, principal planner for Rolling Hills Estates, in the wake of Monday's tentative approval of the 
project by the Planning Commission. The panel will formally sign off next month on what is the first 
significant improvement to the landmark mall in about two decades. 

The work will see the addition of three new outlying pad buildings and revamp two others that currently 
exist, resulting in the addition of about 24,400 square feet of additional retail space to the 
294,000-square-foot mall, Wetzel said. 

In addition, a pedestrian colonnade is slated for removal so that there is improved vehicular access linking 
the northerly and central portions of the mall on the 25-acre site at the intersection of Hawthorne 
Boulevard and Silver Spur Road. Sidewalks will flank the 24-foot-wide road. 

The facade of the mall, which dates to the mid-1950s, will also receive an overhaul, as will the 
landscaping. 

But the property is pocked with vacancies, including the Pier 1 Imports location, one of the mall's larger 
stores that recently closed its doors. 

Jeff Axtell, vice president of acquisitions and development for Phoenix-based Vestar, did not return a call 
from the Daily Breeze seeking comment. 

The company acquired the mall last year for $87.3 million and pledged to upgrade the property. 

No members of the public spoke in opposition to the project at Monday's public hearing, Wetzel said. 

However, one resident did object in writing to the removal of the pedestrian-friendly colonnade for what is 
essentially a new road. 

It's hoped the improved vehicle access will help bring new retail life to the shopping center. 
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